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REMARKS 

This paper is submitted in reply to the Office Action dated October 1 5, 2004, 
within the three-month period for response (since January 15, 2005 falls on a Saturday 
and January 17, 2005 is a federal holiday, the period for response extends up to and 
includes January 18, 2005). Reconsideration and allowance of all pending claims are 

respectfully requested. 

In the subject Office Action, claims 1-3, 5, 7, 10-15, 17-23, 25, 28 and 30-33 were 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by Applicant's Admitted Prior Art, 
U.S. Patent No. 4,956,592 to Schulte et al. (Schulte), which is commonly owned by 
Applicant's assignee. In addition, claims 6, 8-9, 24, 26-27 and 29 were rejected under 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Schulte in view of U.S. Patent No. 
5,764,024 to Wilson (Wilson). 

Although the Office Action objected to claims 4 and 16 by virtue of their 
dependencies on rejected base claims as outlined above, Applicant appreciates the 
Examiner's acknowledging the allowable subject matter in each of these objected-to 
claims. 

Moreover, Applicant wishes to thank the Examiner for the courtesy extended in 
the telephone interview between the Examiner and Applicant's representative on 
January 3, 2005. In the interview, proposed amendments to the claims to address the art- 
based rejections were discussed. Based upon the suggestions of the Examiner in view of 
those proposed amendments, each independent claim has been amended to generally 
recite a method or apparatus for causing the patient support apparatus to be positioned at 
a desired speed in a manner that mitigates the effects of the load on the patient support 
apparatus. 

Prior to Applicant's invention, the speed at which hospital chairs and beds moved 
had been affected greatly by the weight of the patient seated on the chair or bed. For 
instance, a heavy patient would cause a chair to move more slowly than would a health 
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professional desire, while the same chair may move more quickly than desired when a 
small child is seated. This variation in speed can be distracting to the health professional 
and startling or embarrassing to the patient. The invention of the Applicant reduces the 
effects of these load forces to achieve the desired speed setting regardless of patient 

weight and other forces. 

No cited prior art reference teaches or suggests causing a patient support apparatus 
to move in a manner that mitigates the effects of the load. The absence of such a teaching 
in Schulte is attributable to its disparate purpose. For instance, Schulte is directed to a 
system that allows chair surfaces to be driven to preprogrammed positions (column 4, 
lines 63-64). Schulte does not regulate speed, but rather determines motor speed for the 
exclusive purpose of calculating a chair position (column 5, lines 2-6). As such, the 
processes of the present invention could actually complement those of Schulte by 
requiring fewer calculations to determine chair position. In any case, Schulte does not 
teach or suggest controlling the movement of a chair or bed to reduce load effects and 
achieve a desired speed setting, as present in each of independent claims 1, 15, 17, 32 and 
33. 

Such a teaching or suggestion is likewise absent from the other cited art, namely, 
Wilson. The pulse width modulator system 100 of Wilson corrects for distortion caused 
by deadtime insertion when driving an inverter-fed inductive mode, such as a three-phase 
AC motor (see Abstract). Wilson, alone or in combination with Schulte, consequently 
fails to suggest or motivate moving a patient support apparatus at a desired speed in a 
manner that eliminates or reduces the effects of load on a patient's bed or chair. 
Dependent claims 6, 8-9, 24, 26-27 and 29 are thus non-obvious over a Wilson and 
Schulte combination, and their reconsideration and allowance are respectfully requested. 

In summary, Applicant respectfully submits that all pending claims are novel and 
non-obvious over the prior art of record. Reconsideration and allowance of all pending 
claims are therefore respectfully requested. If the Examiner has any questions regarding 
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the foregoing, or which might otherwise further this case onto allowance, the Examiner is 
ged to contact the undersigned at (513) 241-2324. Moreover, if any other charges 
credits are necessary to complete this communication, please apply them to Deposit 



encouraj 
or 

Account 23-3000 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date 




Sglas A/Scholer 
Reg. No. 52,197 

WOOD, HERRON & EVANS, L.L.P. 
2700 Carew Tower 
441 Vine Street 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 
Telephone: (513)241-2324 
Facsimile: (513)241-6234 
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